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PER CURI AM

M chael M1l ard appeals fromthe magi strate judge’'s order! af -
firmng the adm nistrative |l aw judge’ s decision to deny disability
i nsurance benefits. W have reviewed the briefs and the adm nis-
trative record, and find that substantial evidence supports the

adm nistrative law judge s deci sion. See Hays v. Sullivan, 907

F.2d 1453, 1456 (4th Cr. 1990). Accordingly, we affirm substan-

tially on the reasoning of the nmagistrate judge. See MIlard v.

Apfel, No. CA-98-3368-MIG (D. M. Jun. 22, 1999).2 W dispense
with oral argunent because the facts and |egal contentions are
adequately presented in the nmaterials before the court and ar gunent

woul d not aid the decisional process.

AFFI RVED

! The parties consented to the jurisdiction of the nagistrate
judge pursuant to 28 U.S.C. 8§ 636(c)(1) (1994).

2 Although the nmgistrate judge’'s order is dated June 21,
1999, the district court’s records showthat it was entered on the
docket sheet on June 22, 1999. Pursuant to Rules 58 and 79(a) of
the Federal Rules of Gvil Procedure, it is the date that the order
was physically entered on the docket sheet that we take as the
effective date of the district court’s decision. See Wlson v.
Murray, 806 F.2d 1232, 1234-35 (4th Cir. 1986).




